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This dissertation is devoted to a case study of the lexical patterns found in the discourse of a 
set of selected articles from The Guardian and The Independent, all of them dealing with the 
announcement of the Noble Prizes in Literature and published over the time span of three 
decades. It aims to contribute to the study of how media discourse uses lexical networks in 
order to facilitate the reader the understanding of what they are intending to communicate. 
Seminal research works on lexical cohesion and, more concretely, Tanskanen’s taxonomy, 
are the basis for this analysis of media discourse. The study will provide information about 
how the use of lexical networks found in articles dealing with the same topic has developed 
from a chronological perspective. 
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Resumen 
Esta disertación está dedicada al estudio de un caso de los patrones léxicos encontrados en el 
discurso de una serie de artículos seleccionados de los periódicos The Guardian y The 
Independent, todos ellos sobre el anuncio de los premios Nobel de literatura y publicados en 
un período de tiempo de tres décadas. El trabajo pretende contribuir al estudio de cómo el 
discurso de los medios de comunicación utiliza las redes léxicas para facilitar al lector el 
entendimiento de lo que pretenden comunicar. La investigación llevada a cabo sobre 
cohesión léxica y, más concretamente, la taxonomía de Tanskanen, son la base para este 
análisis del discurso de los medios de comunicación. El estudio proporcionará información 
sobre la evolución del uso de las redes léxicas encontradas en artículos sobre el mismo tema 
desde una perspectiva cronológica. 
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1.   Introduction 
 This project is linked to the study of lexical networks in media discourse, and this 
topic was chosen mainly because it seemed interesting to me to investigate how lexical 
networks function in an article from a newspaper and how they help to its understanding. 
Then, I chose six articles dealing with Noble Prizes for Literature as it could be a way of 
learning more about those writers while working on this project. Although the articles are 
from The Guardian and from The Independent, these newspapers were chosen merely 
because of the facilities those newspapers offer in order to search for articles from many 
years ago, and not because of their ideology or any other reason.  
 The main aim of this project is to provide a case study of how the use of lexical 
networks has developed along the years, from a chronological perspective, and therefore, the 
possible differences which may be encountered in writing about a given topic due to the 
behaviour or changes found in those lexical networks. In order to achieve that goal it will be 
necessary to carry out an analysis of the chosen articles from a theoretical point of view. The 
theories which will serve as basis for this project are related to the discourse notion of lexical 
cohesion. 
 Consequently, the first part of this project will deal with theoretical foundations. It 
will include several theories from different authors who have studied cohesion in English 
during the last decades. This will show a way to understand how lexical cohesion works 
within a whole discourse. It will be indispensable to focus on aspects such as reiteration or 
collocation and how different authors understand them. Halliday and Hasan (1976) will be 
some of the authors who will be studied, although more concretely, Tanskanen (2006) will be 
considered as the central basis for the analysis. 
 Once the theoretical foundations are established, it will be necessary to present the 
material with which this project will be carried out. In this case, information about the topics 
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and newspapers of the chosen articles will be required. It will also be remarkable to explain 
why these articles where chosen and which selection criteria were used. 
 After that, I will present the methodology of the project, that is, how the whole 
analysis is carried out. It will be explained step by step and also making reference to the basis 
on which the analysis will be supported. 
 Subsequently, the results of the lexical analysis will be presented in charts which will 
show and classify the raw data obtained in the analysis of the articles based on Tanskanen’s 
theory of lexical cohesion. This section will be followed by an interpretation of the data, in 
which I will show how the frequency results of the analysis can shed light on the differences 


















2.  Theoretical Foundations 
When dealing with communication whether spoken or written communication we 
need to approach the relations occurring within the different sequences, as communication 
does not only consist of minimal units, such as sounds, words or sentences. Some of these 
relations are encountered within the concept of cohesion. Prior to considering what is exactly 
understood by cohesion, the concept of text should be clarified. Although apparently it does 
not seem to be a complex term, it is an arduous task to achieve a universally accepted 
definition for the notion of text. Moreover, it becomes even more intricate when trying to 
differentiate between text and discourse. There are probably as many possible definitions as 
authors have studied this, for “discourse falls squarely within the interests not only of 
linguists, literary critics, critical theorists and communication scientists, but also of 
geographers, philosophers, political scientists. . .and many others” (Halliday and Hasan, 
1976: 3). According to Tanskanen, “a definition which has been widely used states that 
discourse includes text, or, more specifically, that text means discourse without context, 
while discourse means text with context.” (2006: 3). Furthermore, she points out that text is 
static whereas discourse is dynamic. Here we will follow de Beaugrande who offers a 
definition which is probably the most comprehensive one, viewing text “as a communicative 
event wherein linguistic, cognitive, and social actions converge, and not just as the sequence 
of words that were uttered or written.” Moreover, he adds the concept of discourse as “a set 
of interconnected texts” (Tanskanen, 2006: 4). 
Once we have clarified the terms text and discourse, the relations existing within the 
text should be studied. Those relations are encountered in the term cohesion which according 
to Halliday and Hasan “refers specifically to these non-structural text-forming relations.” 
(1976: 7). According to these authors, cohesion comprehends the different types of ties which 
are essential to hold up the whole text as a unit. Usually, in order to study the cohesive ties 
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within a text, attention should be paid to the relations of one sentence to the previous ones. 
When cohesion is based on a presupposition from a previous item it receives the name 
anaphora (being the simplest way of cohesion), if the presupposed element follows it is 
known as cataphora and finally it can be exophora if the reference is outside the text. 
(Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 14-18).  
One of the most frequent types of cohesion used when analysing the possible relations 
holding the different sentences contained in a text is lexical cohesion which is directly linked 
with the choice of words (Halliday, 1985: 289). Different classifications have been made in 
the last decades as it seems to be rather complicated to achieve a convincing taxonomy for all 
authors. Therefore, each author has proposed different typologies and even the same author 
has produced different classifications considering the first one was not accurate or suitable 
enough. 
In their seminal study Cohesion in English (1976), Halliday and Hasan divide lexical 
cohesion into the categories of reiteration and collocation. Thus, reiteration is described as “a 
form of lexical cohesion which involves the repetition of a lexical item” and collocation as 
“cohesion that is achieved through the association of lexical items that regularly co-occur” 
(Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 278-284). On the one hand, as subtypes of reiteration they 
include: repetition, synonym, near synonym, superordinate and general word. For example if 
we take the word “ascent” we notice that “climb” would be a synonym, “task” a 
superordinate and “thing” a general word. On the other hand, they include words such as 
opposites, complementaries (boy – girl), antonyms (like – hate) and converses (order – obey) 
within the so-called category of collocation. Moreover, they also include pairs of words 
connected to each other by relations of part-whole (car – brake), part-part (mouth – chin) or 
even hyponyms of the same superordinate (chair, table are both hyponyms of furniture) in 
this type of lexical cohesion (Halliday and Hasan, 1976: 285). Whereas reiteration has been 
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used by many authors, collocation seems to be a more elusive and subjective category which 
in fact produces misunderstandings because “what is considered as a valid relat ion will 
inevitably slightly vary from one communicator to the next.” (Tanskanen, 2006: 34).  
 Tanskanen widely discusses the analytical framework proposed by different 
linguists, as a consequence of the problem surrounding the subjectivity of the collocation 
category of lexical cohesion. For example, Hasan, in a subsequent revision of lexical 
cohesion, decides to create new categories which are: general and instantial. The general 
category includes repetition, synonymy, hyponymy, meronymy (part-whole) and antonymy; 
whereas the instantial category includes relations which are not considered general such as 
relations of equivalence, naming and semblance. The controversial and questionable category 
of collocation is now incorporated into the general category already mentioned above. 
(Tanskanen, 2006: 35). Furthermore, Halliday also revised the first version of lexical 
cohesion and later stated that the ideal set of categories comprises repetition, synonymy and 
collocation. In this case, he keeps on using collocation although it seems to be a smaller 
category than before for it “covers those instances in which the relationship of the items 
depends on the association between them.” (Tanskanen, 2006: 36). 
 As it was mentioned above, there are probably as many different 
classifications as authors have studied lexical cohesion. Hoey is another author discussed by 
Tanskanen. His leading idea is “to stress the importance of the text-forming properties of 
lexis” (Tanskanen, 2006: 41), for he thinks that lexical cohesion has received little attention 
according to its significance in texts. He included the following categories in his 
classification: simple lexical repetition (a bear – bears), complex lexical repetition (a drug – 
drugging), simple paraphrase (to sedate – to drug), complex paraphrase (heat – cold), 
substitution (a drug – it), co-reference, ellipsis and deixis. (Tanskanen, 2006: 42). Although 
Hoey’s classification seems very accurate at first sight, it has been acknowledged that his 
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concept of paraphrase is considerably complex and in many situations it implies bringing 
items into a text which were not there before. Apparently, that would be even more subjective 
and less reliable than Halliday and Hasan’s concept of collocation. 
 Tanskanen also addresses Martin’s redefinition of the categories previously 
introduced by Halliday and Hasan. Martin establishes three categories which are taxonomic 
(including repetition, synonymy, hyponymy, meronymy, co-hyponymy, co-meronymy and 
contrast), nuclear and activity sequence. These last two are the innovating ones. “Nuclear 
relations reflect the ways in which actions, people, places, things and qualities configure as 
activities” whereas activity sequences “are themselves organised into composition 
(hyponymy) taxonomies: for instance, player – opponent” (Tanskanen, 2006: 45). The major 
problem found in relation to Martin’s categories is that it becomes too complex and even 
“computer tools would be necessary” (Tanskanen 2006: 46). 
 In conclusion, there are many differing classifications when studying lexical 
cohesion. However, most of them present problems and that is why Halliday and Hasan’s 
classification is the most widely used, although it is known that it presents some problems of 
subjectivity and that it is not totally reliable. Here, in this project, the taxonomy which will be 
followed and which will become the central basis for the analysis will be the taxonomy 
proposed by Tanskanen, who tries to reconcile different systems from different authors. As a 






3.  The Material of Analysis 
The material of analysis used for this project has been taken from articles from two 
different English newspapers, which are The Guardian and The Independent. They are six 
articles; three of them are from one newspaper and three from the other one. All of them deal 
with news about Nobel Prizes for literature, concretely about Seamus Heaney, winner of the 
Nobel Prize in 1995; Harold Pinter, winner in 2005 and Alice Munro, who received the 
Nobel Prize in 2013. They were all published in the years in which the Nobel Prize was 
awarded to these authors; that is to say, two of them are from 1995, two from 2005 and two 
from 2013. The articles were chosen with approximately a decade of difference between them 
in order to facilitate the search for lexical cohesion differences through time. Thus, they were 
selected because they all address the same topic and also because of the time span between 
them.  
In order to find out the differences mentioned above, special emphasis will be given to 
the categories of lexical cohesion recognised in Tanskanen’s study, which are the basis for 
this analysis. They include simple repetition, complex repetition, equivalence, generalisation, 
specification, co-specification, contrast, ordered set, activity - related collocation and 
elaborative collocation. 
At a later stage of the process, six more articles have been added to the corpus in order 
to do further research with a complementary analysis. The aim of this selection is to provide 
some indications as to whether the results found in the analysis of the six main articles are 
sustained or they are just random. These six complementary articles belong to the same 
English newspapers, that is, The Guardian and The Independent. They all deal with the same 
topic, which is the Nobel Prize for Literature. Although the main articles were chosen with a 
time span of approximately a decade between them, these complementary articles have been 
chosen regardless of the time span.  Two of the articles are from 2012, one from each 
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newspaper, and they deal with Mo Yan, the Chinese writer who won the Nobel Prize for 
Literature in that year. Tomas Transtömer is the subject of other two articles, as he received 
his Nobel Prize in the year 2011. And finally, the two last articles deal with Mario Vargas 
Llosa, the Peruvian writer who received the Nobel Prize for Literature in the year 2010. 
Although the analysis of these six complementary articles will not be as detailed and in-depth 
as that from the main articles, it will help to determine whether the main tendencies of the 















4.  The Method 
This section will be devoted to the explanation of how the analysis has been carried 
out. 
Firstly, in order to select the articles which were to be used for the analysis, it was necessary 
to look for them carefully in the available archives of the different newspapers in order to 
make sure that they all dealt with the same topic and also that the time span between them 
was the same. Originally, the idea was to focus the analysis on three articles from the same 
newspaper but from different decades and observe how the lexical cohesion patterns changed 
from one decade to another. However, it seemed interesting to add three more articles from 
another newspaper with the same topic and with the same time span between them in order to 
analyse both the differences and similarities from one decade to another. Moreover, the 
addition of three more articles facilitated the realization that differences between different 
newspapers could also be remarkable and worth analysing.  
As has been mentioned above, Tanskanen’s taxonomy has been the main basis for the 
analysis of the lexical cohesion patterns encountered in the chosen articles. Categories such 
as repetition (both simple and complex), equivalence, generalisation, specification, co-
specification, ordered set, activity related and elaborative collocation, which are widely 
discussed by Tanskanen in her book Collaborating Towards Coherence: Lexical Cohesion in 
English Discourse, have been considered a central reference and, therefore, they have been 
applied to this analysis. These lexical categories have been identified in all the different 
articles which were chosen for this project and special emphasis was given to their frequency 
of appearance. In order to get to know all the words appearing in each article that belonged to 
each of the categories mentioned above it was necessary to carry out a mainly visual analysis. 
The visual analysis consisted basically on reading the articles as many times as it seemed 
necessary in order to underline each time the lexical elements related to the topic of the 
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discourse which belong to each category. In some cases, concretely when dealing with the 
repetition category, it was possible to use some computer tools in order to help to know how 
many times a word was repeated throughout the article. Once all the relevant lexical elements 
were found, they were organised into different charts which will be shown below. Moreover, 
this selection of lexical elements and its subsequent organisation into charts facilitates the 
observation of whether there is more relevance in the frequency the lexical elements appeared 
or the quality of the relations they establish among them. In fact, whereas in some cases the 
frequency is relevant, it is not so in every case.  
The charts mentioned above are taken as reference for the interpretation and they will help to 
draw conclusions.  
 After the results were interpreted by comparing the different charts and drawing 
conclusions, it seemed interesting to add six more articles as a complementary analysis in 
order to find whether the tendencies and the conclusions could be sustained or they were just 
random, as the sample for this project is limited for time and space reasons. As it was 
explained in the previous section, these articles are from the same newspapers and they deal 
with the same topic which is the Nobel Prize for Literature. This analysis was not as detailed 
as the main one mainly because it is just a complementary analysis. Therefore, the main 
tendencies obtained from the interpretation of the results of the main articles were taken as a 
basis for this complementary analysis. Different pieces of information related to those 
tendencies were searched for within these six complementary articles in order to test whether 







5.  The Analysis 
 After having analysed the six chosen newspaper articles according to the taxonomy 
proposed by Tanskanen, the results have been organised into different charts coinciding with 
the different categories. The following charts are the outcome of a really detailed recounting 
of the words corresponding to each category. The aim of this recount showed in charts is to 
facilitate the comparison and relations between the different articles through the 
interpretation of this information presented below. 
 


























































Predicted   1 Guessed  1 
Prize  4 Award 3 
West  1 Europe 1 
Popularity  1 Fame 1 




Foreign writers  1 Writers 3 
Didactic writers  1 Writers 3 
1983  2 Late 20th century 1 









CO – SPECIFICATION 
Stockholm  1 London 3 Belfast  4 
Foreign writers  1 Didactic writers  1     
1981  1 1983 2     
 
ORDERED SET 
1981 1 1983 2 1960s  1     
West 1 South 2 North 2     
Two 2 Five 1 Eight 1     




Win  5 Prize 4 
 
  
Written  3 Poems 5 Letter 2 
Poetry  3 Collection 1 
 
  




Nobel Prize 2 
Swedish Academy 4 
Northern Ireland  2 
Ted Hughes 2 
Sturdy rootsiness  2 
Odd mix 2 
Flickering wit  2 





















British / Britain 5 
War / Postwar 4 
Last 4 
Announced  4 
Poetry / Poet 4 
Name 4 
Theatre 4 
Swedish  3 
Author 3 
Week 3 
Act / Actor 3 
Decision 3 
Playwright 3 
Characters / Characteristics 2 












Expectation / Unexpected 2 
Won 2 






Unexpected  1 Surprise 1     
To award  1 To name 3 To hand out 1 
Author  3 Writer 4     
Theatre  4 Drama 1     
Works  1 Plays 6     
Foremost 
representative  1 Greatest 1     




Lunchtime  1 Today 1 
European  1 Different continent 1 




Second half of the 20th 




Unexpected  1 Anticipated 1 
 
ORDERED-SET 
1901 1 2001 1 1957 1 1960 1 1963 1 1981 1 2003 1 2002 1 
First  1 Second 3 
           
  
50th  1 75th 1 
           
  









Win  2 Prize 7 Award 5 Victory 1 
Theatre  4 Actor  2 
   
  
Performed  1 Plays 6 
   
  
Celebrations  1 Birthday 2 
   
  




Swedish Academy 2 
Nobel Prize 2 

























ALICE MUNRO WINS NOBEL PRIZE IN LITERATURE 













































Devoted readership  1 Fans 1 
 
SPECIFICATION (meronymy) 
Media  1 Canadian Broadcaster CBC 1 
Media  1 The Guardian 1 
 
CO-SPECIFICATION (co-meronyms) 
Canadian Broadcaster CBC  1 The Guardian (media) 1 
 
ORDERED SET 
First  1 Second 1 
     
  
1931 1 1971 1 1998 1 2006 1 2012 1 
₤400 1  ₤775,000 1             
 
ACTIVITY RELATED 
Awarded  2 Prize 5 
 
  
Win  6 Victory 1 
 
  
Published  2 Stories 7 Reading 1 
 
ELABORATIVE COLLOCATION 
Alice Munro 2 
Nobel Prize 3 
Short story 5 















SEAMUS HEANEY WINS NOBEL PRIZE 





















Award  4 Prize 5 
 
GENERALISATION (superordinate) 
Catholic poet  1 Poet 3 
Irish poet 1 Poet 3 
 
SPECIFICATION (meronymy) 
Prizes  5 




Catholic poet  1 Irish poet  1 
 
ORDERED SET 






Win  1 Award 4 Prize 5 
Receive  2 Award 4     
 
ELABORATIVE COLLOCATION 
Nobel Prize 2 




























JOHN WALSH: NOBEL FOR PINTER, MAN WHO UNLEASHED 
“THE WEASEL UNDER THE COCKTAIL CABINET” 






























Closed  1 Enclosed 1 
Announced  1 Announcement 1 
Play  6 Playwright 1 
Acts  1 Actors 1 










Writer  2 Playwright, Poet, Screenwriter, Novelist   
Plays  7 Early plays, screenplays, later plays   
 
CO-SPECIFICATION  
Novelist  3 Playwright  1 




Refused  1 Accepted 2 
Conservative government  1 Labour one 1 




₤735,000 1 ₤30,000 1 
     
  
2005 1 2001 1 1996 1 1960s 1 1970s 1 




Garlanded  1 Honour 4 
Announced  1 Prize 2 
Celebrated  1 Birthday 3 




Lifetime achievement 2 













“I NEVER THOUGHT I WOULD WIN”: ALICE MUNRO AWARDED 
2013 NOBEL PRIZE IN LITERATURE 
















































Obscure, unread  1,1 Globally acclaimed, popular, accesible 1,1,1 





1978  1 1931 1 1976 1 1977 1 2001 1 2009 1 2012 1 




Win  5 Prize 5 Victory 1 
Published  1 Stories 5 
 
  




Short story 3 
Alice Munro 2 
Nobel prize 2 












6.  The Interpretation of the Data 
Once I have looked for the different categories of lexical cohesion recognised in 
Tanskanen’s study (i.e., simple and complex repetition, equivalence, generalisation, 
specification, co-specification, contrast, ordered set, activity-related collocation and 
elaborative collocation) all along the different articles, I will proceed to analyse everything 
that was found through that process. 
As it was mentioned in the section which presented the material of analysis, the 
original purpose of this project was to focus on the differences on media discourse reports 
which emerged across time, from one decade to another. Nevertheless, it seems relevant to 
remark also on the differences which arise from one newspaper to the other when covering 
the same news. That might be influenced or caused by the different ideologies or interests 
that each of the newspapers hold.  
The chosen articles deal with news about different writers who won the Nobel Prize 
for Literature in different years. As a consequence, the most noticeable feature that all these 
articles have in common is that the most repeated word in all of them is directly connected 
with the author, being rather the first name or the surname of the winner. That is probably 
because the winner is the main topic of the whole article as readers would want to know who 
the winner is. However, although it seems obvious that the name or the surname of the 
winner should be the most repeated word, not every newspaper gives the same importance to 
this matter. According to the results, it could be pointed out that, in general terms, The 
Guardian gives more importance and puts more emphasis on the name of the winner than 
The Independent. Seamus Heaney was the winner of the Nobel Prize for Literature in 1995 
and in The Guardian “Heaney” appeared up to nineteen times, whereas in The Independent it 
just appeared seven times, less than a half from the previous one, which is a considerable 
difference. In 2005, Harold Pinter was the writer who received the Literature Nobel Prize and 
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while in The Guardian his surname appeared twelve times, in The Independent it appeared 
nine times. So, as it has been pointed out, generally The Guardian gives more importance to 
the name of the winner than The Independent. Those differences are more recognizable from 
one newspaper to the other than if the focus was in the time span between the articles. 
However, although in the case of the articles dealing with Harold Pinter as winner of the 
Nobel Prize these results could be considered reliable as the articles from both newspapers 
seem to have more or less the same extension, the same does not happen in the articles 
dealing with Heaney. In this case, it can be observed that the article from The Guardian is 
considerably longer than the one from The Independent. Consequently, in this case, the 
difference in the number of times that the name of the winner is repeated, being higher in the 
article from The Guardian, does not seem to be reliable as they are related to the different 
extension of each article. It can be concluded that although there seems to be a tendency of 
The Guardian giving more importance to the name of the winner of the Nobel Prize than that 
from The Independent, this tendency is not completely reliable as the extension of the articles 
from both newspapers is not the same, and it would require further research to prove if this 
tendency is sustained. Furthermore, it could be pointed out that both newspapers in any of the 
chosen years, give more importance to the surname of the winning author than to the first 
name, as if the analysis is observed, the surnames are the most repeated words. 
However, the name or surname of the receiver of the prize should not be the only 
important words in those articles, as “Nobel”, “prize” or “win” are similarly essential words 
surrounding the topic of the articles. In spite of being such essential words, they do not 
appear in great proportions in none of the six articles which were analysed as they are not 
repeated more than an average of five times, which is considerably less than the name of the 
winner, being both of the same importance in the texts. Moreover, less relevant words such as 
“theatre”, “time”, “honour” or “author” appear in the articles as many times as more 
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important words such as the ones mentioned above. In fact, these words appear about an 
average of four times in each of the selected articles. 
Another aspect which is relevant and worth mentioning would be the different levels 
of importance that each of the articles and in general each of the newspapers gives to the 
private life which has nothing to do with the literary life. To begin with, in the case of 
Seamus Heaney much more importance is given to his private life in the article published by 
The Guardian than the article from The Independent. In The Guardian they emphasise the 
polemic matter of his nationality, as he was categorised as “British” and he claimed that 
nations and nationalities matter and instead of being British he is a proud Irish citizen. 
However, although in The Independent it is said that Heaney is from Ireland, emphasis is not 
given to his polemic categorization as British and his consequent disagreement. His 
nationality is presented just as another piece of information of his identity.  
Likewise, it is a similar situation when addressing the two articles which deal with 
Harold Pinter as a winner of the Nobel Prize in 2005. Both newspapers, The Guardian and 
The Independent, mention the fact that he suffered cancer of oesophagus as it is a key event 
which has determined his life. However, the way in which they deal with that seems to be 
really different. While The Guardian deepens in how he felt during those harsh times, The 
Independent merely intends to inform about it in just a sentence without deepening more in 
the matter. 
In the case of Alice Munro, winner in 2013, The Guardian is the newspaper which 
preferred not to mix private life and professional life, so they focus their attention mainly on 
her professional life as a writer, although they mention her father but just because he 
influenced her in her literary career. However, this time The Independent is the newspaper 
which decided to include in the article private aspects of Munro’s life which are not really 
relevant when intending to spread the news of her winning the Nobel Prize for Literature. In 
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fact, they keep a whole paragraph to let the reader know that she married once, then divorced 
and after that, she married again.  
It could be said that The Guardian tended more to include private or “gossip” aspects 
than The Independent, although it seems that the situation has been changing along the time, 
becoming in the last years the other way round. 
Another remarkable aspect which could seem worth analysing would be the 
importance that each of the newspapers gives to the famous works of each author, which are 
the main cause for them winning the prize. It seems that it should be one of the most 
important parts in the articles; however, if focus is given firstly to the articles from 1995, it 
can be observed that not both of them consider the works to be important. When talking 
about Seamus Heaney, winner in 1995, The Guardian includes the different periods in which 
his work can be divided and the themes that are present in each of them. Moreover, this 
newspaper even included quotations from Heaney’s most famous works. Nevertheless, The 
Independent did not find relevant mentioning his work and, in fact, there is no reference to 
any of his works.  
Seeing that, it could be thought that there is a tendency of The Guardian to give 
importance to the work that has led the authors to be the winners of a Nobel Prize and of The 
Independent being the contrary, not giving importance to that matter. However, when the 
articles from 2005 and 2013 are analysed in order to prove if the tendency is kept, it can be 
said that this tendency is not followed. In the case of Harold Pinter, winner of the Nobel Prize 
for Literature in 2005, both newspapers, The Guardian and The Independent, mention his 
most important works. When focusing in Alice Munro, winner in 2013, both newspapers 
mention her works although in a different way. Whereas The Guardian just mentions some of 
the works in a brief way, The Independent devotes a whole paragraph to this matter. 
Therefore, although when paying attention to the articles from 1995 the tendency seemed to 
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be clear, it can be said that the tendency of one newspaper giving more importance to the 
author’s works than the other could be just exceptional.  
In spite of all these differences all these articles also have some aspects in common. 
All of them mention the Swedish Academy in their articles, which is the institution which 
decides who wins the Nobel Prize. Furthermore, all of them mention the so-called institution 
with reference to the fact that it usually gives the followers of the Nobel Prize a surprise as 
their chosen winners are almost always unexpected. This reference is made in the different 
articles in spite of the newspaper and the year of publication. Moreover, it is presented in a 
way that makes the reader adopt a damaging or detrimental idea of the Swedish Academy as 
it seems to be introduced from a negative perspective rather than a more positive one. 
As a conclusion, it could be said that the differences in discourse among these articles 
are more noticeable when dealing with the same news but in different newspapers than if the 
focus is given to the span of time between articles from the same newspaper. Moreover, 
although several differences can be found when analysing the discourse of these articles, 













7. Complementary Analysis 
 The previous section, called “The Interpretation of the Data”, was devoted to 
interpret the results obtained from the detailed analysis of the chosen articles based on 
Tanskanen’s taxonomy. As a consequence of that interpretation different conclusions were 
drawn with several tendencies which seemed to be followed by the different newspapers. 
However, as the sample used could not be so extensive, it seemed interesting and, to some 
extent, necessary, to add six more articles to the analysis in order to prove if the tendencies 
are sustained or not, as it has been already mentioned. One of the tendencies that were found 
dealt with the importance that each of the newspapers gives to the first name or surname of 
the winner of the Nobel Prize which should be the most relevant word of the articles. The 
other main tendencies that were found were related to the importance that each of the 
newspapers gives to the private life of the authors and to their most relevant works.  
The first of the tendencies analysed in this complementary section is directly linked to 
the importance that each of the newspapers gives to the name or the surname of the author. In 
the interpretation of the data it was concluded that although the name or the surname should 
be the most relevant word not every newspaper gives the same importance to it. Generally, it 
was found that The Guardian gives more importance to the name or the surname of the 
winner than The Independent. However, the different extension of some of the articles 
analysed made the tendency slightly unreliable. According to the analysis of the new 
complementary articles, in 2012, the name of Mo Yan, who was the awarded author, was 
mentioned up to twelve times in the article belonging to The Guardian and nine times in the 
article from The Independent, being again The Guardian the newspaper which gives more 
importance to the name of the winner. In 2011, the winner of the Nobel Prize for Literature 
was the Swedish poet Tomas Tranströmer. His name appeared eighteen times in the article 
from The Guardian and sixteen times in the one belonging to The Independent. Seeing that, 
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The Guardian continues to be the newspaper that gives more importance to the name of the 
author although in this case it is not a considerable difference. In the chosen articles from 
2010, when Mario Vargas Llosa was the winner of the prestigious award, his name appeared 
ten times in the article from The Guardian whereas in The Independent it appears just five 
times. Nevertheless, this last case is not completely reliable as the extension of the article 
from The Independent is not the same as the one from The Guardian, being the first one 
briefer. In conclusion, it could be pointed out that in general terms the tendency found in the 
main analysis is sustained. It can be said that The Guardian usually gives relatively more 
importance to the name of the winner than The Independent although there can be some 
exceptions.  
The second tendency compared is the one dealing with the relevance given to the 
private life of the different winners of the Nobel Prize by each of the newspapers. As it was 
concluded in the previous section, The Guardian was the newspaper that seemed to include 
more aspects of the private life of the writer. This conclusion was drawn from the evidence 
obtained from two of the three authors analysed. Nevertheless, the two articles on Alice 
Munro, winner in 2013, showed that the tendency was the other way round. As a 
consequence, it was concluded that although The Guardian tends to include more content 
dealing with the private life of the author, the tendency could be changing in the last years or 
simply there could be some exceptions, maybe related to the variable gender, a factor which 
has not been investigated here but which could be the object of further work. In general, and 
according to the analysis of the six complementary articles, it can be observed that The 
Guardian keeps on including more aspects of the private life of the author than The 
Independent. In the case of Mo Yan and Tomas Tranströmer, winners of the Nobel Prize in 
2012 and 2011 respectively, The Guardian is the newspaper that included more information 
about their private lives and more gossip content. Nevertheless, in the case of Mario Vargas 
Martínez 32 
 
Llosa, awarded in 2010, The Independent includes more controversial aspects about his 
political life and his change of nationality from Peruvian to Spanish, whereas The Guardian 
includes some private aspects but without that sense of controversy. Taking into account both 
these results and the previous ones, it can be pointed out that the tendency is sustained and 
that The Guardian tends to include more aspects of the private life of the author in its articles 
although there can be exceptions.  
The last of the tendencies analysed is related to the attention that each of the 
newspapers gives to the important works that made the authors be the winners of the Nobel 
Prize for Literature. In the main analysis the tendency was not clear and conclusions could 
not be drawn, although The Independent seemed to be the one giving more relevance to the 
writer’s works. In the case of the complementary articles analysed, in 2012, The Guardian 
mentioned six famous works of the winner devoting a line to each work whereas The 
Independent just mentioned three of them in a short paragraph. However, the difference does 
not seem to be so relevant when seeing that both newspapers pay more attention to the 
controversy derived from his way of writing and the different opinions about the Chinese 
writer winning the prize. The difference is more noticeable in 2011. Whereas The Guardian 
just mentioned two Tranströmer’s works in a paragraph, The Independent mentions five of 
his works and it even includes important quotations of some of those works. In the case of 
2010, The Independent just mentioned three works and The Guardian mentioned four works 
explaining each of them in a whole paragraph. However, this difference does not seem to be 
reliable as the article from The Independent is shorter that the other one. As a result of this 
complementary analysis, the tendency could be said to be unclear although in some clear 
cases The Independent gives more relevance to the author’s works. In spite of this conclusion, 
it can be pointed out that, in general terms, the works are not considered to be one of the most 
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relevant parts of the articles and that could be the reason why none of the newspapers clearly 
stands out from the other one.  
Furthermore, it can be observed that in general all the analysed articles, both the main 
articles and the complementary ones, share one aspect. Most of them cite the Swedish 
Academy making reference to some controversial aspect of the election of the winner, as was 
mentioned above in the interpretation of the data. This can also be observed in the 
complementary articles. In the case of Mo Yan, winner in 2012, there are references to the 
fact that the academy had spent many years choosing European authors or even references to 
opinion from people who thought his award was an insult to humanity. In 2011, when Tomas 
Tranströmer was awarded the prize, the fact that he was Swedish as well as the academy was 
controversial. There was also criticism of the academy in the sense that it was too 
Eurocentric. Therefore, the Swedish Academy is mentioned in all the articles and it is almost 
always related to some controversial aspects of their decision.  
To conclude, it can be said that the tendencies found in the main analysis are mostly 
sustained by this complementary analysis, chiefly the importance that each newspaper gives 
to the name and to the private life of the author. Nevertheless, there should be further 
research in order to prove whether the unclear tendencies are sustained and whether the 









As a conclusion, it could be pointed out that the aim of this analysis was mainly to 
provide a case study of how lexical cohesion patterns can be used to detect context and 
content changes in the presentation and discussion of a given topic in a number of selected 
media articles which deal with the same piece of news but with a time span of a decade 
between them. That time span was thought to be one of the bases for the analysis as the 
differences in lexical cohesion were to be found from one decade to another. The other would 
be that the chosen articles belonged to two different newspapers: The Guardian and The 
Independent. Accordingly, at the beginning of the project, the main aim was to find lexical 
differences from one decade to another, that is, the focus was on chronological differences. 
However, as the articles were all about a culturally stable topic, the fact that the selected 
articles belonged to different newspapers was also considered of central interest. Actually 
most of the relevant lexical differences, which were observed in the frequency analysis and 
have been discussed in the interpretation of the data, were found from one newspaper to the 
other, rather than on the treatment each newspaper gave to this news over the years. The data 
analysed showed that some of these relevant differences dealt with the importance that each 
of the newspapers gives to details of the personal life of the author, and the times that each of 
the newspapers mentioned the name or surname of the winner. In general terms, The 
Guardian seemed to give more importance to the name of the author, whereas The 
Independent repeats fewer times the name of the winner. Moreover, there was also a tendency 
in The Guardian to include more private or “gossip” details related to the personal life of the 
winner, whereas The Independent included less private aspects. Nonetheless, and from a 
chronological perspective, a slight tendency has been observed in The Independent that seems 
to reverse the nature of these results in the last years.  This led to the conclusion that major 
differences in the establishment of lexical cohesion patterns were due to differences between 
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the two selected newspapers while chronological differences were not as relevant. After the 
complementary analysis with six more articles from the same newspapers was carried out, the 
main tendencies found in the interpretation of the data appeared to be sustained, concluding 
that (a) The Guardian generally mentions more times the name of the winner and gives more 
details of his/her private life, and (b) the author’s works are not so relevant for any of the 
newspapers although The Independent tends to include more information about that matter. 
Further research with a more extensive sample is now needed in order to make definite 
statements and conclusions, as well as to prove the real validity of the tendencies found in 
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